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DETAILED ACTION 

The response received on 2/5/2008 has been placed in the file and was 
considered by the examiner. An action on the merit follows. 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendments filed on 5 February 2008 have been fully considered. 
Response to these amendments is provided below. 

Summary of Amendment/ Arguments and Examiner's Response: 

2. The applicant has amended the claims to overcome previous 1 12 rejections. 

3. The applicant has not argued any of the claims/ submitted any new arguments 

for the claims nor amended the claims to overcome the prior art. Therefore, all r 
rejections are maintained. 

4. The applicant made clear the arguments during the interview that the applicants 
do not believe that the prior art discloses the second transformation. 

5. The examiner explains that Zhao et al does teach a second transformation when 
teaching finding a projection vector of the input image's single global eigenvector. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 10, 1 1, 12, 14, 17, 29, 30, 33, 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over "Mosaic image method: a local and global method" 
(Zhao et al) in view in view of Eigenfaces vs. Fisherfaces: Recognition Using Class 
Specific Linear Projection (Belhumeur et al). 

Regarding claim 29, Zhao et al discloses a method comprising the steps of: 
dividing an input image (for training) into components by dividing an image into small 
mosaic images (page 3, paragraph 4); PCA transforming the divided facial components 
into component descriptors of the components by calculating local eigenvectors for the 
mosaic images (page 3, paragraph 4); synthesizing the transformed component 
descriptors into a single vector by calculating a global eigenvector (page 3, paragraph 4 
and page 4, eq. 4); PCA transforming the single vector into a single face descriptor 
when trying to recognize an image by finding the projection vector of a new input image 
(page 4, paragraph 6); and determining similarities between an input query face image 
and face images stored in a face image DB by comparing a face descriptor of the input 
query face image with face descriptors of the face images stored in the face image DB 
by comparing the new image and the models (page 8, paragraph 2). 

Zhao et al does not disclose expressly that the transformation units are LDA, and 
that the image that is used is a facial image, thus making all the image steps related to 
a facial image. 

Belhumeur et al discloses that it is well known to use PCA and LDA for facial 
images, disclosing the word "fisherface" for LDA and "eigenface" for PCA (title, page 2, 
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paragraph 2). Belhumeur et al also compares LDA versus PCA, finding LDA is an 
appropriate method in place of PCA (page 1, paragraph 5-page 2, paragraph 2). 

Zhao et al and Belhumeur et al are combinable because they are from the same 
field of endeavor, i.e. pattern recognition. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use LDA instead of PCA and to use recognition for facial recognition. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been a more robust system 
by providing an optimal method from a discrimination standpoint (page 2, paragraph 1) 
which provides less errors in cases with lighting variation, facial expression, and 
presence of glasses (page 8, paragraph 2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the recognition method of 
Zhao et al with the facial LDA recognition of Belhumeur to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 29. 

8. Regarding claim 30, Zhao et al discloses the step of PCA transforming the 
divided components comprises the steps of: PCA transforming the divided components 
into component descriptors of the components, transforming them into local 
eigenvectors (page 3, paragraph 4); and vector normalizing the transformed component 
descriptors into a one-dimensional vector by subtracting the mean and getting the 1 
dimensional vector shown in eq. 6 (page 4, paragraph 6). Belhumeur et al discloses the 
images are facial images (title, page 2, paragraph 2), and using LDA instead of PCA 
(page 1 , paragraph 5-page 2, paragraph 2). 
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9. Regarding claim 33, Zhao et al discloses comparing of the input query face 
image with the face images of the image DB, or model images that have been 
previously processed, is performed by comparing the face descriptor of the input query 
face image with the face descriptors of the face images stored in the image DB (page 8, 
paragraph 2). 

1 0. Regarding claim 36, Zhao et al discloses that the step of determining similarities 
comprises the steps of: extracting first images, a group of model images that were first 
processed, and second images, a second group of model images that are processed as 
more model images are input (page 8, paragraph 2); and determining similarities 
between the input, a third image that is input as the process continues to input faces, a 
second set of query images and the face images of the image DB using the similarities 
between the input query face image and the second similar face images since all the 
images are compared (page 8, paragraph 2). Belhumeur et al discloses the images are 
facial images (title, page 2, paragraph 2), so therefore, the first images, second images, 
and input query face are all similar to each other because the images are all of a face. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 37, Zhao et al discloses the step determining similarities 
comprises: a first similarity determination step of determining similarities between the 
input query face image and the face images of the image DB, the model images 
(paragraph 8, page 2); the first similar face image extraction step of extracting the first 
similar face images in an order of similarities according to results of the first similarity 
determination step by finding the model image that reaches the smallest distance (page 
9, paragraph 3); the second similarity determination step of determining similarities 
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between the first similar face images and the face images of the image DB when 
repeating the process for a new face image (page 8, page 2); and the second similar 
face image extraction step of extracting the second similar face images for each of the 
first similar face images in an order of similarities according to results of the second 
similarity determination step when the repeated process continues (page 8, paragraph 

12. Claim 10 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 29. Thus, the arguments 
analogous to that presented above for claim 29 are equally applicable to claim 10. 
Claim 10 distinguishes from claim 29 only in that claim 10 is an apparatus claim and 
claim 29 is a method claim. It is inherent if not obvious that a method must use an 
apparatus in order to carry out the method. In an apparatus, units that carry out the 
functions described are the units of each of the steps. Therefore, prior art applies. 

13. Claims 11 and 17 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 30 and 36, 
respectively. Thus, the arguments analogous to that presented above for claims 30 and 
36 are equally applicable to claims 1 1 and 17. Claims 1 1 and 17 distinguish from 
claims 30 and 36 only in that they have different dependencies, both of which have 
been previously rejected. Therefore, prior art applies. 

14. Regarding claim 12, Zhao et al discloses PCA transformation and vector 
normalization are each provided for the divided components since the full image 
undergoes transformation and normalization (page 4, paragraph 6). Belhumeur et al 
discloses the images are facial images (title, page 2, paragraph 2), and using LDA 
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instead of PCA (page 1 , paragraph 5-page 2, paragraph 2). In an apparatus, the units 
that carry out the functions described are the units of each of the steps. 

15. Claim 14 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 33! Thus, the arguments 
analogous to that presented above for claim 33 are equally applicable to claim 14. 
Claim 14 distinguishes from claim 33 only in that they have different dependencies and 
claim 14 claims that the image databases stores the descriptors of images. Since the 
dependencies have been previously rejected, and since Zhao et al discloses that 
previously processed model images are compared to the input, which therefore must be 
stored (page 8, paragraph 2), prior art applies. 

16. . Claims 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 19, 20, 23, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Zhao et al in view of Belhumeur et al as applied to claims 10 
and 29 above, and further in view of "Generalized Discriminant Analysis using a Kernel 
Approach" (Baudat). 

Regarding claim 19, Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) discloses all of 
the claimed elements as set forth above and incorporated herein by reference. 

Claim 1 9 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 29. Thus, the arguments 
analogous to that presented above for claim 29 are equally applicable to claim 19. 
Claim 29 distinguishes from claim 19 only in that claim 29 uses GDA instead of LDA. 

Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) does not disclose expressly using 

GDA. 

Baudat discloses using GDA as a means to carry out LDA (page 1 , paragraph 1). 
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Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) and Baudat are combinable because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e. recognition processes using discriminant 
analysis. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use GDA instead of LDA. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a more 
robust method for non-linear problems. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the method of Zhao et al (as 
modified by Belhumeur et al) with Baudat to obtain the invention as specified in claim 
19. 

17. Claim 1 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 19. Thus, the arguments 
analogous to that presented above for claim 19 are equally applicable to claim 1 . Claim 
1 distinguishes from claim 19 only in that claim 1 is an apparatus claim and claim 19 is a 
method claim. It is inherent if not obvious that a method must use an apparatus in order 
to carry out the method. In an apparatus, units that carry out the functions described 
are the units of each of the steps. Therefore, prior art applies. 

18. Claims 2, 3, 5, 8, 20, 23, 26, and 27 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 
11, 12, 14, 17, 30, 33, 36, and 37, respectively. Thus, the arguments analogous to that 
presented above for claims 11, 12, 14, 17, 30, 33, 36, and 37 are equally applicable to 
claims 2, 3, 5, 8, 20, 23, 26, and 27. Claims 2, 3, 5, 8, 20, 23, 26, and 27 distinguish 
from claims 1 1 , 1 2, 1 4, 1 7, 30, 33, 36, and 37 only in that they have different 
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dependencies, both of which have been previously rejected. Therefore, prior art 
applies. 

19. Claims 15, 16, 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zhao et al in view of Belhumeur et al, as applied to claims 10 and 29 
above, and further in view of "Multiresolution Eigenface-Components" (Kouzani et al). 

Regarding claim 15, Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) discloses all of 
the claimed elements as set forth above and incorporated herein by reference. 

Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) does not disclose expressly the 
divided face components are partially overlapped with each other 

Kouzani et al discloses a different way of dividing face images, in different 
features, which partially overlap each other (fig. 2). 

Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) and Kouzani et al are combinable 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e. facial recognition. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to partially overlap the images. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a more 
accurate recognition by providing full information for each feature. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine the apparatus of Zhao et al 
(as modified by Belhumeur et al) with the partial overlapping of Kouzani et al to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 15. 
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20. Regarding claim 16, Kouzani et al discloses that the face components into which 
the input face image is divided comprises eyes, a nose and a mouth (fig. 2). 

21 . Claims 34 and 35 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 15 and 16, 
respectively. Thus, the arguments analogous to that presented above for claims 15 and' 
16 are equally applicable to claims 34 and 35. Claims 15 and 16 distinguish from 
claims 34 and 35 only in that they have different dependencies, both of which have 
been previously rejected. Therefore, prior art applies. 

22. Claims 6, 7, 24 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zhao et al in view of Belhumeur and Baudat, as applied to claims 1 
and 1 9 above, and further in view of Kouzani et al. 

Claims 6, 7, 24 and 25 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 15, 16, 34 
and 35, respectively. Thus, the arguments analogous to that presented above for 
claims 15, 16, 34 and 35 are equally applicable to claims 6, 7, 24 and 25. Claims 15, 
16, 34 and 35 distinguish from claims 6, 7, 24 and 25 only in that they have different 
dependencies, both of which have been previously rejected. Therefore, prior art 
applies. 

23. Claims 13 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zhao et al in view of Belhumeur et al, and further in view U.S. Patent No. 6567771 
(Erdogan et al). 
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Regarding claim 13, Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) discloses all of 
the claimed elements as set forth above and incorporated herein by reference. 

Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) does not disclose expressly a 
transformation matrix/transformation coefficient DB for storing a transformation matrix or 
transformation coefficients calculated by training the face images stored in the image 
DB, wherein the first LDA transformation unit or the second LDA transformation unit 
performs LDA transformation using the stored transformation matrix or transformation 
coefficients. 

Erdogan et al discloses that it is well known that when training a pattern 
recognition system, during LDA processes, a number of matrices are determined and 
used to determine a transformation matrix (col. 5, lines 39-47). This must be stored 
somewhere, in order for use later when the matrix is used to reduce the dimensions of a 
feature vector (col. 5, lines 47-49). Reducing the feature vector is part of the second 
LDA process, since it is reducing the feature vector of an input image; thus, the 
transformation matrix is used in the second LDA process. 

Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) and Erdogan et al are combinable 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e. recognition using LDA. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use the transformation matrix. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide the most 
accurate LDA recognition by being able to find the relationship between the model 
images and the input image. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Zhao et al (as modified by 
Belhumeur et al) with the transformation matrix of Erdogan et al to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 13. 

24. Regarding claim 31 , Erdogan et al discloses that the LDA transforming is carried 
out using a transformation matrix or a transformation coefficient calculated by training 
the face images stored in the image DB (col. 5, lines 37-49). 

25. Claims 4 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zhao et al in view of Belhumeur et al and Baudat, and further in view Erdogan et al. 

Claims 4 and 21 are rejected for the same reasons as claims 13 and 31 , 
respectively. Thus, the arguments analogous to that presented above for claims 13 and 
31 are equally applicable to claims 4 and 21. Claims 4 and 21 distinguish from claims 
13 and 31 only in that they have different dependencies, both of which have been 
previously rejected. Therefore, prior art applies. 

26. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zhao et 
al in view of Belhumeur et al, and further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 
No. 20040066953 (Bock). 

Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) discloses all of the claimed elements 
as set forth above and incorporated herein by reference. 
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Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) does not disclose expressly the step 
of outputting the face images of the image DB retrieved based on the determined 
similarities. 

Bock discloses outputting face images of the identified face person (page 1, 
paragraph 0005). 

Zhao et al (as modified by Belhumeur et al) and Bock are combinable because 
they are from the same field of endeavor, i.e. facial recognition. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to output the recognized face image. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a more user- 
friendly system that would allow the information processed to be viewed by someone 
who wanted to know the result. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Zhao et al (as modified by 
Belhumeur et al) with the output of Bock to obtain the invention as specified in claim 32. 

27. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zhao et 
al in view of Belhumeur et al and Baudat, and further in view of Bock. 

Claim 22 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 32. Thus, the arguments 
analogous to that presented above for claim 32 are equally applicable to claim 22. 
Claim 22 distinguishes from claim 32 only in that they have different dependencies, both 
of which have been previously rejected. Therefore, prior art applies. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

28. Claims 9, 18, 28 and 38 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

29. Claims 9, 18, 28 and 38 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to 
include all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

30. Claims 9, 18, 28 and 38 are allowable because of the reasoning disclosed in the 
previous office action. 

Conclusion 

31 . All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed in the application prior to the 
entry of the submission under 37 CFR 1.114 and could have been finally rejected on the 
grounds and art of record in the next Office action if they had been entered in the 
application prior to entry under 37 CFR 1.114. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE 
FINAL even though it is a first action after the filing of a request for continued 
examination and the submission under 37 CFR 1.114. See MPEP § 706.07(b). 

32. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 
1 .136(a). A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed 
within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is 
not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then 
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the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and 
any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date 
of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KATHLEEN S. YUAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2902. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursdays, 9 AM 
to 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta can be reached on (571)272-7453. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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